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Abstract
The purpose of this thesis was to investigate whether individual differences in personality, self
control in particular, could predict job applicant faking, and if so, to investigate whether these
relationships predicted faking through their prediction of Motivation to Fake. In general, there
was mixed support for the prediction of faking using personality variables. Dutifulness,
Achievement Striving, and Self-Monitoring all provided small to medium prediction of faking
and self-control offered incremental prediction in predicting Motivation to Fake beyond
Dutifulness and Achievement Striving through classical suppression. There was also evidence
that Motivation to Fake mediated the prediction of applicant faking using Dutifulness,
Achievement Striving, Machiavellianism, and Self-Monitoring.

I draw on the faking and

dishonesty literature to interpret these findings and provide future directions for faking research.

Keywords: Self Control, Faking, Job Applicants, Dishonesty, Deception, Personality Measures,
Personnel Selection
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Predicting Job Applicant Faking with Self-Control
Although over 40% of Fortune 100 companies use personality or Integrity tests in
hiring decisions, practitioners have been unable to develop methods to prevent job
applicants from manipulating their responses on these tests to illegitimately improve their
chances of being hired for the job (Rothstein & Goffin, 2006). Books such as Edward
Hoffman’s Ace the Corporate Personality Test (2000) certainly add to the perception that
personality tests are vulnerable to the intentional manipulation of scores and that faking
gives test-takers a “leg up” in job applications.
In line with this perception, numerous studies have revealed that job applicants
consistently receive more favorable scores on personality tests than the general
population and that applicants adjust their responses more often when the value of test
questions to the position applied for is readily apparent (Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore,
Brannick, & Smith, 2006). In another study, 62% of applicants admitted to downplaying
their negative qualities when filling out personality measures and 15% of applicants
admitted to fabricating some of their responses (Donovan, Dwight, & Hurtz, 2003). The
findings from these studies suggest that when people are applying for a job, they adjust
their honest answers to be more ideal for the job in order to make their scores more
attractive to the employer.
There is a sufficiently large body of research that indicates that applicant faking
on personality tests is a serious issue in the context of personnel selection and is worthy
of further study (Rothstein & Goffin, 2006). Thus, there is a clear need for researchers to
investigate the psychological processes behind applicant faking in order to advance
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theoretical models of faking and to help practitioners deal appropriately with test-takers’
efforts to distort their scores.
The purpose of this thesis was to investigate whether individual differences in
personality, Self-Control in particular, could predict job applicant faking, and if so, to
investigate whether these relationships predicted faking through their relationships with
Motivation to Fake. The framework of this thesis was based on Goffin and Boyd’s
(2009) theoretical model on the underlying processes of applicant faking behavior.
Based on their theory, I reasoned that Self-Control should be a key individual difference
variable in applicant faking and may incrementally predict Motivation to Fake over other
personality traits such as Machiavellianism and Integrity. Finally, I investigated a
substantive mediational component of the Goffin and Boyd (2009) model to examine a
potential mechanism for how personality variables influence predict faking.
Reviewing the Literature: Why and how do Job Applicants Fake?
Researchers have developed several models to understand more fully the
underlying mechanisms behind applicant faking (e.g. Snell, Sydell, Lueke, 1999;
McFarland & Ryan, 2006; Goffin & Boyd, 2009). For the purposes of this paper, I focus
on Goffin and Boyd’s item-level applicant faking model because it is one of the most
recent models and includes many of the key components from older faking models.
In their model of faking, Goffin and Boyd (2009) asserted that there are two
primary antecedents of applicant faking: Motivation to Fake (MTF) and Perceived Ability
to Fake. See Figure 1 below for a visual illustration of the model. Examining the faking
literature and using logical inference, the authors argued that applicant MTF would be
influenced by individual differences in personality and moral code. For personality,
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Goffin and Boyd suggested that the personality traits Integrity, Machiavellianism, Self
Monitoring, and Need for Approval should predict MTF. Higher levels of Integrity
should be related to lower MTF; whereas, higher levels of Machiavellianism, Self
Monitoring, and Need for Approval should lead to higher MTF.
Moreover, the authors also speculated that the five-factor model of personality
could be used to predict MTF, which consists of five broad personality traits: Openness,
Conscientiousness, Extraversión, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability (Costa and
McCrae, 1992). Each of these factors can be broken into several narrow traits. For
example. Conscientiousness consists of narrow traits such as Achievement Striving and
Dutifulness. Goffin and Boyd (2009) asserted that the narrow traits of Conscientiousness
and Emotional Stability would offer greater precision in predicting MTF than their
respective broad traits. For Conscientiousness, they argued that MTF would be inversely
related to the narrow traits of Dutifulness and Deliberation and positively related to
Achievement Striving. For Emotional Stability, they predicted that low Anxiety and high
Impulsiveness would lead to higher MTF, and that Depression and Vulnerability may
inhibit MTF.
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Figure 1. General model of faking. From “Faking and Personality Assessment in
Personnel Selection: Advancing Models of Faking” by R. D. Goffin and A. C. Boyd,
2009, Canadian Psychology, 50, p. 153. Copyright 2009 by Canadian Psychological
Association. Reprinted with permission.
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As shown in Figure 1, Goffin and Boyd (2009) also asserted that MTF has two
contextual antecedents: perceived need to fake and perceived negative consequences.
Goffin and Boyd (2009) also posited that test-takers’ Perceived Ability to Fake is the
second key antecedent of applicant faking, but I do not provide an in-depth review of
these parts of Goffin and Boyd’s model because they are not directly relevant to my
hypotheses.
The Missing Variable: Self-Control
The reviewed theoretical literature has made progress in emphasizing important
individual differences in applicant faking but there is still room for improvement. As
mentioned earlier, a major goal of this paper was to investigate the role of Self-Control in
applicant faking behavior. This section is divided into four parts. First. I define Self
Control. Second, I review the relationships between Self-Control and deviant behaviors,
and explain how these relationships should relate to applicant faking. Third, I argue why
Self-Control should offer incremental prediction of MTF beyond the individual
difference variables proposed by Goffin and Boyd (2009) and other theorists. Finally, I
examine if relationships between personality traits and applicant faking are mediated by
MTF in order to explore a potential mechanism for how personality traits predict faking.
What is Self-Control?
Self-Control can be defined as “the ability to override or change one’s inner
responses, as well as to interrupt undesired behavioral tendencies and refrain from acting
on them” (Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004, p. 275). People who are low in Self
Control are generally impulsive, have a “here and now” orientation, cater to their
immediate desires, and engage in excessive risk-taking (Cochran, Wood, Sellers,
Wilkerson, & Chamlin, 1998). Also, people with low Self-Control are typically more

SELF-CONTROL AND FAKING

6

sensitive to the immediate rewards associated with their behaviors than to their
consequences (Tangney et al., 2004).
Self-Control and Deviant Behaviors
Criminal Behavior. In their landmark paper, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990)
found that low Self-Control was the primary predictor of criminal behaviour, more so
than environmental or situational factors. These findings have been replicated using
structural equation modelling (Gibbs, Giever, & Higgins, 2003) and meta-analysis (Pratt
& Cullen, 2000). These findings were also replicated by O’Gorman and Baxter (2002),
who showed a significant relationship between Self-Control and criminal intent
(uncorrected r = .48) and that Self-Control offered incremental prediction of criminal
intent beyond personality constructs such as Conscientiousness.
Counterproductive Work Behaviors. Counterproductive work behaviors
(CWBs) have some similarities to criminal behavior; both violate accepted standards out
of self-interest, may pose harm to other people, and involve risk taking. Not surprisingly,
researchers found that Self-Control significantly predicts self-reported CWBs with
uncorrected correlations of -.57 (Marcus & Schuler, 2004) and -.63 (Marcus, Schuler,
Quell, & Humpfner, 2002) in two separate studies.
Faking. Applicant faking requires many of the same psychological processes as
criminal behaviors and CWBs. Most notably, it requires the contemplation of risks and
rewards. For example, applicants must weigh the possibility that faking will be detected
and disqualify them from potential employment against the potential gain of being hired
by enhancing their scores by faking. Therefore, I would expect that Self-Control would
be a small negative predictor of applicant faking. For the purposes of this paper, I define
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the effect sizes using Cohen’s (1992) guidelines for the behavioral sciences, where small,
medium, and large effect sizes are defined as having correlations greater than or equal to
.1, .3, and .5 respectively.
Hi: There will be a small inverse relationship between Self-Control and faking
Self-Control and MTF
As discussed earlier, Self-Control refers to one’s ability to regulate impulses and
avoid potentially risky or unethical behavior. Empirical evidence revealed that people
with low Self-Control are motivated to engage in risky behavior when offered an
incentive. Magar, Phillips, and Hosie (2008) looked at the relationship between cognitive
regulation and endorsement of risky hypothetical behaviors. They defined cognitive
regulation as the thoughts and actions concerning evaluation of risk and reward and
executive control functions such as inhibition. Not surprisingly, researchers have argued
that cognitive regulation and Self-Control are effectively measuring the same construct
space (Tangney et al., 2004). The hypothetical situations in Magar et al.’s (2008) study
included skipping work in order to go to a concert, shoplifting, and cheating on a test.
The study’s findings indicated that low cognitive regulation was related to higher
endorsement of risky hypothetical situations and a disproportionate focus on the short
term benefits (as opposed to risks) associated with those situations. These results provide
some support for the notion that people with lower Self-Control are more sensitive to the
rewards of risky behavior, and thus should be more motivated to engage in risky
behaviors than people with higher levels of Self-Control would be. Consequently, I
would expect that applicants who are low in Self-Control would be more sensitive to the
rewards associated with applicant faking, and therefore more motivated to fake on
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personality measures; whereas, the reverse is true for applicants who are high in Self
Control.
H2: Self-Control will have a medium inverse relationship with MTF
Self-Control’s Incremental Prediction of MTF
In order for Self-Control to be a truly valuable addition to the faking literature, it
should also be able to offer incremental prediction of MTF beyond that of other proposed
antecedents. As I reviewed previously, Goffin and Boyd (2009) hypothesized that
Impulsiveness, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving, Machiavellianism, Self-Monitoring,
and Integrity would be important individual differences that influence MTF. In this
section, I review why Self-Control should offer incremental prediction of MTF beyond
Goffin and Boyd’s proposed antecedents.
As previously discussed, Goffin and Boyd (2009) argued that the five-factor
model of personality could be used to predict MTF, but that the narrow traits would offer
more precise prediction. For the broad trait of Emotional Stability, the authors argued
that the narrow trait of Impulsivity would be a positive predictor of MTF. Costa and
McCrae (1992, p. 16) define Impulsiveness as “the inability to control cravings and
urges.” Impulsiveness only examines a person’s tendency to control momentary
impulses, not the evaluation of long-term outcomes. Although there is some conceptual
overlap between Impulsiveness and Self-Control, the latter offers a broader and more
comprehensive coverage of the underlying processes related to faking. Unlike
Impulsiveness, Self-Control is a measurement of the tendency to evaluate outcomes and
the ability to inhibit impulses. To support the separation of these variables, Marcus
(2003) found that Self-Control and the narrow trait of Impulsiveness had an uncorrected
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correlation o f-.37. This suggests that Impulsivity and Self-Control are related but
distinct constructs.
Goffin and Boyd (2009) also argued that some of the narrow traits of
Conscientiousness would predict MTF. Specifically, the authors argued that Dutifulness
would be inversely related to MTF and that Achievement Striving would be positively
related to MTF. It seems rational to expect that Self-Control would be positively related
with Dutifulness and Achievement Striving. For example, Dutifulness is associated with
people who “adhere strictly to their ethical principles and scrupulously fulfill their moral
obligations” (Costa & McCrae, 1992, pl8). People who are high in Self-Control would
naturally be able to resist temptations and adhere to their ethical principles or moral code.
However, someone who is high in Dutifulness may not evaluate the risks or rewards
associated with their behavior, but simply comply with their moral code because it is
what they “ought to do.” Marcus (2003) showed that Self-Control and Dutifulness were
positively related with an uncorrected correlation of .43, revealing that these are related
but sufficiently distinct constructs. Achievement strivers “work hard to achieve their
goals” (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 18) and should be more likely to engage in any
behavior required to secure a job that they want (Goffin and Boyd, 2009). However,
Marcus (2003) found a relatively weak relationship between Achievement Striving and
Self-Control (r = .22) suggesting that these are unique constructs. This finding makes
sense given that Achievement Striving fails to account for the contemplation of the risks
and the ability to regulate impulses.
Additionally, Goffin and Boyd (2009) predicted that Machiavellianism,
characterized as the tendency to “behave in a cold and manipulative fashion” (Paulhus &
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Williams, 2002, p.557) would also be an antecedent to MTF. Research has shown that
there is a moderate positive correlation (r = .35) between Machiavellianism and Self
Control because Machiavellianism is driven by a short-term exploitative strategy that is
linked to impulse control problems (Jonason & Tost, 2010). However, I would expect
that Self-Control would offer incremental prediction beyond Machiavellianism for two
reasons. First, these constructs are conceptually dissimilar. Machiavellianism focuses on
traits related to the manipulation of other people in order to get what one wants, whereas
Self-Control emphasizes general tendencies related to self-discipline and postponing
gratification. Second, since Machiavellianism is driven by an underlying impulse control
problem, Self-Control should offer incremental prediction over Machiavellianism for the
same reasons it should for Impulsivity (as previously discussed).
Self-Monitoring refers to the “extent to which individuals can and do monitor
their self-presentation, expressive behavior, and non-verbal affective display" (Snyder,
1974, p.526). Although the ability to monitor and control self-expression is related to
Self-Control (Snyder, 1974), it is conceptually distinct from aspects of Self-Control such
as evaluating outcomes and regulating non-social behavior. Therefore, I would expect
that Self-Control should offer enhanced prediction of MTF beyond that of Self
Monitoring.
Finally, Goffin and Boyd argued that Integrity would be an antecedent of MTF.
People who are high in Integrity are characterized by honesty and interpersonal Self
Control; whereas, people who are low in Self-Control are characterized by impulsive and
unethical behavior (Jackson, 2002). Consequently, there is some conceptual overlap
between Integrity and Self-Control. The major difference between the two constructs is
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that Integrity emphasizes ethical principles (values) and Self-Control emphasizes general
self-discipline (behavior). I could not find a study in a literature review that examined
the correlation between Self-Control and Integrity, but researchers interested in CWBs
have suggested a conceptual distinction these two constructs (Collins & Griffin, 1998).
Consequently, it seems logical to conclude that Self-Control is conceptually
unique enough from Goffin and Boyd’s (2009) proposed antecedents to offer incremental
prediction of MTF beyond that of other antecedents, due to Self-Control’s direct relation
to the underlying mechanisms of applicant faking.
FLa: Self-Control will offer incremental validity in predicting MTF beyond
Impulsiveness, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving, Machiavellianism, Self-Monitoring,
and Integrity on their own in “head-to-head” comparisons.
FLb: Self-Control will offer incremental validity in predicting MTF beyond all of
the following traits at once: Impulsiveness, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving,
Machiavellianism, Self-Monitoring, and Integrity.
The Mediating Role of MTF
Goffin and Boyd’s (2009) model suggests that the antecedents described above
influence applicant faking through their relationships with MTF rather than predict
applicant faking directly (see Figure 1). Consequently, the model implies two
assumptions: 1) antecedents should be significantly related to applicant faking, and 2)
their relationships with applicant faking should be mediated by MTF. I have also argued,
using Goffin and Boyd’s model, that Self-Control should be an additional antecedent of
MTF. Consistent with their hypothesis, I would expect that the relationship between Self
Control and applicant faking should also be mediated by MTF.
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H4: Relationships between applicant faking and each o f the following
antecedents will be partially mediated by MTF: Self-Control, Impulsiveness, Dutifulness,
Achievement Striving, Machiavellianism, Self-Monitoring, and Integrity.
Method
Participants
Participants were 261 students from either the introductory psychology class at
the University of Western Ontario in exchange for course credit or who were recruited
using flyers around campus to participate in the study in exchange for $10. The sample
consisted of 116 males (44.4%) and 145 females (55.6%), with a mean age of 19.60 years
(SD = 3.08, Range = 17 to 53).
Measures
Demographics. Questions concerning age, gender, and employment status and
history were asked at the beginning of the questionnaire (See Appendix A).
Faking. Participants filled out a job-related personality measure (described
below) two times in the experiment. An experimenter instructed participants to answer
honestly the first time and as if they were applying for a job the second time. Applicant
faking was measured by subtracting the first set of scores from the second set of scores
for all 20 items, and a total scale score was created by summing the difference scores for
each participant. The possible score ranged from -4 to 4 for each item, and therefore
faking scores had a possible range from -80 to 80, where negative scores reflected
participants who scored worse during the job simulation than when they were instructed
to answer honestly, and positive scores reflected improved scores during the job
simulation. As described below, the job-related personality measure contained items
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measuring both Extraversión and Agreeableness. Difference scores are the most intuitive
way to measure faking as they give a precise measure of how much participants were
able to increase their scores when offered an incentive; whereas, measures such as the
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding commonly used in faking research do not
directly measure faking and have been debated to be a unique construct reflecting a
unique personality trait (Bing, Kluemper, Davison, Taylor, & Novicevic, In Press;
McFarland & Ryan, 2006). As such, researchers have found that the “within-subjects
design is widely regarded as the superior design as it controls for individual difference
correlates of faking.” (Dilchert, Ones, Viswesvaran, & Deller, 2006, p.212).
Manipulation Check. Participants were offered a cash prize to create adequate
motivation for them to fake. Participants were asked to complete a form about their
motivation to win the cash prize (this manipulation is described later in the procedure
section), whether they faked to improve their scores, how often they engaged in faking,
and what types of faking they used to improve their scores (e.g., minimizing negative
traits, complete misrepresentation; see Appendix B).
Personality Measures
Conscientiousness (Selected Facets). I included International Personality Item
Pool (IPIP) measures that parallel the NEO Personality Inventory’s narrow traits of
Dutifulness and Achievement Striving, which Goffin and Boyd (2009) suggested would
be antecedents of MTF (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1999). These measures
consisted of 20 items that use a 5-point “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” response
scale (Goldberg, 1999), and these items can be viewed in Appendix C. The measures had
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internal consistencies of .71 and .78 for Dutifulness and Achievement Striving, with
disattenuated correlations of .87 and .97 with their respective NEO markers (IPIP, 2011).
Machiavellianism. I administered Jonason and Webster’s (2010) brief measure
of Machiavellianism derived from the ubiquitous Machiavellian personality inventory
(Mach-IV; Christie & Geiss, 1970). The scale consisted of four items that use a 5-point
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” response scale. The measure had an internal
consistency of .79 and the authors found that there was sufficient evidence of convergent
and discriminant validity across multiple studies (Jonason & Webster, 2010). I used the
brief measure of Machiavellianism to reduce participant fatigue, as the original measure
contained 16 additional items.
Impulsivity. I included an IPIP measure that parallels the NEO’s narrow trait of
Impulsivity (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1999). The measure consisted of 10
items that use a 5-point “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” response scale (Goldberg,
1999; see Appendix C). The measure had an internal consistency of .77 and a
disattenuated correlation of .98 with its respective NEO trait (IPIP, 2011).
Integrity. I measured Integrity using the Employee Screening Questionnaire 2
(ESQ 2; Jackson, 2002) that included 27 sets of four equally desirable statements, where
participants picked the most and least characteristic statement of themselves. This
question format is often referred to as “forced-choice” and the authors of the ESQ 2 argue
that it is resistant to faking. The ESQ 2 had evidence of reliability with an average
internal consistency of .83 across different versions of the ESQ 2 and had strong evidence
of convergent and discriminant validity (Jackson, 2002). For example, ESQ 2 scores had
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a moderate positive correlation with managerial job performance (r = .43). The measure
produces scores for overall expected risk of CWBs.
Job-Related Personality Measure. Participants filled out a mock application for
a customer service job in a high-end athletic clothing retailer. Research showed that
Agreeableness and Extraversión are positive predictors of customer service ratings (rs =
.20 and .21 respectively) in fast-food chains (Hurley, 1998). Another group of
researchers found that Extraversión is a positive predictor of performance in
telemarketing jobs (r = .26; Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski, 2002) and that
Agreeableness is a positive predictor of performance in jobs that require interpersonal
interactions (disattenuated r = .21; Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 1998).
I included IPIP measures that parallel the NEO Personality Inventory’s broad
traits of Agreeableness and Extraversión (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1999). The
measure consisted of 10 Extraversión and 10 Agreeableness items that used a 5-point
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” response scale (Goldberg, 1999; see Appendix
D). The measure had internal consistencies of .82 and .87 for Agreeableness and
Extraversión, with disattenuated correlations of .66 and .84 with their respective NEO
markers (IPIP, 2011).
Motivation to Fake. Goffin and Boyd (2009) suggested that participants’ level
of MTF on personality measures would vary by item depending on a variety of factors
such as their true score on the trait or the relevance of the item to the job that they are
applying for. I constructed a questionnaire that assessed participants’ MTF on each
question of the job-related personality measure using a 5-point response scale ranging
from extremely unmotivated to fake to extremely motivated to fake (see Appendix E).
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Total scores were calculated by summing MTF scores across both Extraversión and
Agreeableness items with a potential scores ranging from 20 to 100, where the higher
scores reflect more MTF.
Self-Control. I measured Self-Control using Tangney et al. (2004)’s Brief Self
Control Scale. The scale consisted of 13 items that were measured by a 5-point “not at
all” to “very much” response scale. The scale contains items such as “I am good at
resisting temptation” and “I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals.”
Tangney et al. (2004) found internal consistencies of .82 and .85 across two studies, that
the test-retest reliability was .87, and found evidence of convergent and discriminant
validity. The Self-Control scale had moderate positive relationships with
Conscientiousness, perfectionism, and GPA scores, and moderate negative relationships
with anger, aggression, and sociability (Tangney et al., 2004).
Self-Monitoring. I included a 10-item IPIP measure that parallels Snyder’s
(1974) Self-Monitoring scale (See Appendix F). The measure includes items such as “I
would make a good actor” and “I hate being the center of attention” (Goldberg, 1999).
The items were measured by a 5-point “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” response
scale and have been shown to have an internal consistency of .82. The original Self
Monitoring scale has been shown to have evidence of convergent and discriminant
validity (Snyder, 1974). Unfortunately, comparisons between the IPIP and Snyder
measures of Self-Monitoring could not be found in an extensive literature review.
Procedure
Participants were recruited through the university’s psychology research
participation pool or through flyers posted around campus, and were informed that the
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purpose of the study was to examine the reliability of a personality measure when
responded to multiple times under different hypothetical contexts. Participants were
offered an incentive for achieving high scores relative to other applicants in the second
part of the study (explained in the next paragraph). The incentive was to make the job
application condition more reflective of the real world, where applicants may earn a
reward for faking (i.e. getting a job). The study was run in one session, divided into two
parts. In the first part of the session, participants were instructed to fill out questionnaires,
as honestly as possible, in the following order: letter of information and consent (see
Appendix G), demographics, the Brief Self-Control Scale, the job-related personality
measure (to collect baseline data), the Machiavellian measure, the IPIP narrow traits,
Self-Monitoring, and Integrity. The purpose of this order was to minimize potential
carryover effects by separating more correlated measures such as Self-Control and
Conscientiousness. For example, Self-Control was followed by the job-related
personality measure that consists of Agreeableness and Extraversión, which have lower
correlations with Self-Control (rs = .27 and -.15 respectively) than Conscientiousness has
(r = .43; Marcus, 2003).
In the second part of the study, participants engaged in a mock job application
where an experimenter instructed them to fill out the job-related personality measure a
second time as if they were applying for a sales associate position at a high-end clothing
store where approximately 20% of applicants would receive job offers. To ensure
sufficient MTF, participants read a letter prior to the job simulation that explained that
they would receive a $20 cash prize at the end of term if their applications were selected
for the job. An experimenter gave participants a job posting that was modeled from a
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real life job posting and from the 0*Net listing for stock and sales clerks (#43-5081.01)
to ensure that the mock application simulation was realistic. There were also separate (but
similar) job postings for each gender. Male participants received a job description for a
major sports oriented clothing store; whereas, female participants received a job
description for a major yoga and fitness clothing store (See Appendices H and I
respectively). Finally, participants filled out the manipulation check and were debriefed
(see Appendix J). At the end of the study, participants who scored in the top 20% of
applicants were e-mailed to collect their $20 cash prize.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Faking Manipulation. Given that this study examined individual differences in
applicant faking, it was essential that there was variability in both the frequency and
severity of participant faking, or there would be nothing to predict. According to the
data from the manipulation check, 80% (208) of participants admitted to faking and that
there was variation in both the frequency and severity of faking, as well as how
motivated participants were to win the cash prize. See Table 1 below. These results
show participants faked more in this study than applicants in an applied setting
according to one completely anonymous survey (Donovan et al., 2003). The survey
study implemented a randomized response technique that guaranteed anonymity of
applicant responses to allow admission of faking and found that 62% of applicants
admitted to downplaying their negative attributes (Donovan et al., 2003). However, it is
difficult to draw conclusions concerning the amount of faking admission in this study
because admission of faking varies across jobs and settings (Donovan et al., 2003).

Self-Reported Faking Frequencies by Percentage
Very Infrequently Infrequently Neither Frequently Very Frequently
Item
45.6
7.3
17.0
7.3
22.8
Faking Frequency1
7.3
57.3
19.9
4.4
11.2
Minimized Negative Traits1
54.1
14.0
15.5
3.4
13.0
Enhanced Positive Traits1
18.0
12.6
8.7
34.0
26.7
Complete Misrepresentation of Traits1
Very Unmotivated Unmotivated Neither Motivated Very Motivated
37.5
29.7
13.5
4.2
15.1
Motivation to Win the Cash Prize
Note. The data indicate the percentage o f participants who endorsed each option.
1N = 208 (only those who admitted to faking)
2 N = 261 (all participants)
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Psychometric Properties of the Predictors. The majority of the predictors had
sufficient reliability according to the guidelines provided by Murphy and Davidshofer
(2005, p. 150), who defined internal consistency estimates higher than .9 as high,
between .8 and .9 as moderate to high, between .7 and .8 as low to moderate, between .6
and .7 as low, and below .6 as unacceptable. See Table 2 for all of internal consistency
estimates and intercorrelations. The only problematic scale was Dutifulness, which had
an internal consistency of .58. In order to strengthen the scale, I conducted item-analysis
and dropped the poorly performing item “I keep my promises,” which increased the
internal consistency to .69. The Integrity measure used a proprietary scoring scheme, so
an internal consistency estimate were not available.
The intercorrelations were generally consistent with the theoretical and empirical
relationships reviewed in the introduction. For example, Self-Control had large inverse
relationships with Integrity and Impulsivity, large positive relationships with
Achievement Striving and Dutifulness, and a small negative correlation with
Machiavellianism. As another example, Machiavellianism had a large inverse
relationship with Dutifulness, a small positive relationship with Integrity, but no
relationship with Achievement Striving. Overall, the data support the reliability and
validity of the predictors used in this study.

Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlation Matrix with Internal Consistencies

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

Trait
Faking
Motivation to Fake
Extraversión (Honest)
Extraversión (Applicant)
Agreeableness (Honest)
Agreeableness (Applicant)
Self-Control
Machiavellianism
Achievement Striving
Dutifulness
Impulsivity
Self-Monitoring
Integrity

M
13.59
60.99
33.84
39.15
42.09
44.35
39.59
10.93
36.84
35.05
31.45
30.71
-.06

SD
12.67
19.18
7.88
6.14
5.81
4.67
7.91
3.91
5.77
4.42
5.79
6.91
.17

1
.89
.53
-.62
.42
-.52
.47
-.02
.05
-.19
-.20
.03
-.36
.01

2
.94
-.43
.13
-.33
.12
.04
.13
-.19
-.17
-.03
-.24
-.04

3

4

.90
.36 .87
.31 .15
.07 .31
-.05 -.01
.06 .01
.30 .17
.03 -.02
.06 .08
.69 .26
-.09 -.05

5

6

.85
.63 .85
.14 .09
-.24 -.11
.30 .19
.44 .11
-.01 .07
.09 -.05
.10 .07

7

8

9

.82
-.28 .71
.50 -.12 .82
.53 -.54 .45
-.63 .13 -.20
-.26 .31 .08
-.62 .29 -.45

10

.69'
-.36
-.23
-.47

11

12

13
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.74
.16 .83
.40 .31 -

Note. N = 261. Internal consistency estimates are in bold font along the top diagonal o f the correlation matrix.
1 Dutifulness had an internal consistency o f .58 prior to dropping the item “I keep my promises”.
when |r| > .16, p < .05 when \r\ > .12

p < .01

to
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Psychometric Properties of Faking Measure. As previously discussed,
difference scores on the job-related personality measure (consisting of Extraversión and
Agreeableness) were used to measure faking in this study. Faking scores were calculated
by subtracting the “honest” scores from the job application scores and then summing the
difference scores for all 20 items (see Materials section for a review). A composite
faking measure was used because it was more reliable than separate faking scores for
Extraversión and Agreeableness and the composite measure also had stronger
relationships with each of the self-report measures of faking than did the separate faking
scale scores.
Overall, there was strong support for the faking measure as the primary measure
of applicant faking. The faking measure was reliable (a = .89) and had substantial
evidence of convergent validity. First, the faking measure had a moderate inverse point
biserial correlation with admission of faking (rpb= -.42, with admission and non
admission of faking coded as 0 and 1 respectively). Second, the faking measure had a
large positive relationship with self-reported faking frequency and self-reports of
endorsement of complete misrepresentation (rs = .63 and .65). Third, the faking measure
had moderate positive relationships with self-reports of both minimizing negative traits
and enhancing positive traits (rs= .33 and .36). Fourth, the faking measure had a large
positive correlation with MTF (r = .53).
Main Analyses
Self-Control and Applicant Faking. There was little support for Hypothesis 1
that Self-Control would have a small inverse relationship with applicant faking. As
shown in Table 2, the correlation was non-significant and near zero. There was also no
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support for Hypothesis 2 that Self-Control would have a medium inverse relationship
with MTF as the correlation between Self-Control and MTF was near zero and was non
significant.
There was mixed support for Hypothesis 3A that Self-Control would
incrementally predict MTF beyond Impulsiveness, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving,
Machiavellianism, Self-Monitoring, and Integrity on their own in “head-to-head”
comparisons. A series of hierarchical regression analyses found stronger prediction of
MTF when Self-Control was entered beyond that of Achievement Striving and
Dutifulness. However, the incremental prediction was larger than the direct prediction of
MTF using Self-Control (which was 0) for both cases. These findings suggest that Self
Control improves prediction via classical suppression (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken,
2003), whereby Self-Control accounts for some of the criterion-irrelevant variance in
predicting MTF with Dutifulness and Achievement Striving. See Table 3 below.
Although the hierarchical model with Self-Control and Self-Monitoring was significant,
Self-Control did not significantly predict unique variance of MTF beyond Self
Monitoring or act as a suppressor as indicated by the last column of Table 3. There was
no support for Hypothesis 3B that Self-Control would incrementally predict MTF beyond
all of the competing personality traits, as shown at the bottom of Table 3. The model
with all of the base variables and Self-Control was significant, but Self-Control did not
offer significant incremental prediction of MTF.
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Table 3
Hierarchical Regressions: Incrementally Predicting Motivation to Fake with Self-Control

Base Predictor
Dutifulness
Achievement Striving
Machiavellianism
Impulsivity
Self-Monitoring
Integrity
All Base Predictors

Squared Multiple Correlations
Base Predictor3 Self-Controlb Base + Self-Control0
04**
.02*
.00
03**
.00
.05**
.02*
.00
.02
.00
.00
.00
.06**
.00
.06**
.00
.02
.00
.14**
.00
.15**

A R

Self-Control

.02*
.02*
.01
.00
.00
.00
.01

Note: N = 26\
a R2 determined by regressing Motivation to Fake on the base predictor
b R2 determined by regressing Motivation to Fake on Self-Control
c R2 determined by regressing Motivation to Fake on both the base predictor and Self-Control
d Change in R2 from adding Self-Control to the base predictor
* p<.05, **/?<.01

Mediation Analyses. Hypothesis 4 proposed that any relationships between each
of the following personality traits and applicant faking would be partially mediated by
MTF: Self-Control, Impulsiveness, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving,
Machiavellianism, Self-Monitoring, and Integrity. In order to test this hypothesis, a
series of mediation regression analyses using the asymmetric confidence intervals to test
for significant mediation were used (aka. PRODCLIN; see Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007 for
a review). PRODCLIN is a relatively new test of mediation that produces fewer type I
errors due to greater accuracy and delivers more power than other common tests of
mediation (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007; MacKinnon, Fritz, Williams, & Lockwood, 2007)
PRODCLIN results were calculated using the RMediation program (Tofighi &
MacKinnon, in press) where significant mediation is revealed by confidence intervals that
do not include zero (e.g., see MacKinnon et al., 2007). The analyses revealed partial
support for Hypothesis 4. As indicated by the last regression coefficient column (c’) in
Table 4, the regression coefficients for Dutifulness and Self-Monitoring were still
significant after controlling for MTF suggesting partial mediation. In contrast to my
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hypothesis, the regression coefficients for Machiavellianism and Achievement Striving
were not significant after controlling for MTF, which suggested full mediation.
According to the PRODCLIN tests (see the last two columns in Table 4 below), all of
these mediation effects were significant.
Table 4
The Mediating Role o f Motivation to Fake
Unstandardized
PRODCLIN Test (95% Cl Intervals)6
Regression Coefficients
Lower Limit
Upper Limit
c
c’
Predictor
a
P
.09
.14
Self-Control
.35 -.03
-.06
-.08
Machiavellianism
.64* .35 .19
.44
.08
.01
Achievement Striving -.61** .34 -.43** -.21
-.06
-.36
-.74** .33 -.56** -.35*
-.44
-.06
Dutifulness
.12
.09
-.18
Impulsivity
-.08
.35 .06
-.09
Self-Monitoring
-.67** .31 -.66** -.43**
-.33
4.11
-4.11
.38 .39
2.85
-7.35
Risk ofCWBs
Note. N = 261. For each case, the mediator is Motivation to Fake (MTF) and the criterion is the total
faking score.
a regression coefficient for predicting MTF with only the respective predictor
p regression coefficient for predicting faking with both MTF and respective predictor; p<.01 in each case
c regression coefficient for predicting faking with only the respective predictor
c ’regression coefficient for predicting faking with the respective predictor after controlling for MTF
a asymmetric confidence intervals based on the distribution o f the product resulting from a * p, where the
exclusion o f zero indicates significant mediation (see Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007 for a review)
*p<.05, **p<.01

Discussion
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the role of Self-Control in
applicant faking and, with respect to Self-Control, to examine mediation components
predicted by Goffin and Boyd (2009) in their theoretical model of faking. Overall, the
results provided mixed support for my hypotheses. For example, there was no support
for Hypothesis 1 that Self-Control would predict applicant faking directly or Hypothesis
2 that Self-Control would predict MTF because the correlations between Self-Control
with both applicant faking and MTF were near zero and non-significant.
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The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 3A. Hierarchical regression
analyses revealed that Self-Control offered incremental prediction of MTF beyond that of
Achievement Striving and Dutifulness. In both cases, the regression models explained an
additional 2% of the variance of MTF when Self-Control was added. However, the fact
that incremental prediction was larger than the direct prediction of MTF using Self
Control which was zero (see Table 3), suggests that Self-Control increased prediction by
acting as a classical suppressor. This means that Self-Control accounted for some of the
criterion irrelevant variance in predicting MTF for both Achievement Striving and
Dutifulness. Thus, the precise mechanism for the incremental prediction is counter to my
hypothesis and requires some further investigation.
Why was there enhanced prediction of MTF with Achievement Striving and
Dutifulness when Self-Control was controlled for? As discussed earlier, Dutifulness is
characterized by people who “adhere strictly to their ethical principles and scrupulously
fulfill their moral obligations” (Costa & McCrae, 1992, pi 8). People with high Self
Control may behave more dutifully in scenarios where it would be beneficial to them, but
not necessarily when they view it as a hindrance to getting a job. As such, Dutifulness
may measure a more rigid adherence to moral obligations and ethical principles when
Self-Control is controlled for, and should have a stronger inverse correlation with MTF
than Dutifulness on its own. The data supported this line of reasoning, as the correlation
between Dutifulness and MTF strengthened from -.16 to -.21 when Self-Control was
controlled for.
Achievement strivers work hard to achieve goals and should be more willing to
engage in any behavior in order to get a job (Goffin & Boyd, 2009). People with high
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Self-Control should be more likely to work hard and engage in behaviors to succeed than
those who are low in Self-Control, but only when there is little risk in the behavior.
Consequently, Achievement Striving may measure a raw drive to succeed with no
attention to the risks involved when Self-Control is controlled for, and thus be a more
positive predictor of applicant faking. However, the correlation between Achievement
Striving and MTF actually strengthened from -. 18 to -.23 when Self-Control was
controlled for. These results are counter-intuitive, as it seems logical to expect a raw
drive to succeed to be a positive predictor of faking. One possibility is that participants
who were high in Achievement Striving viewed the job-related personality measure as a
test when they were filling it out honestly and scored high enough to limit their ability to
fake during the job application simulation. Consistent with this reasoning, Achievement
Striving had moderate correlations with both measures in the job-related personality
measure during the honest condition and lower correlations during the job application
simulation. See Table 2 for the correlations.
Self-Control did not offer incremental prediction of MTF beyond Impulsivity,
Integrity, Self-Monitoring, or Machiavellianism. There was also no support for
Hypothesis 3B that Self-Control would incrementally predict MTF beyond all of the
other predictors including Achievement Striving, Dutifulness, Impulsivity, Integrity, Self
Monitoring, and Machiavellianism. Overall, these results provide some support for the
general notion that individual differences in personality can be used to predict MTF as
argued by Goffin and Boyd (2009).
A series of mediated regression analyses using the PRODCLIN test for mediation
provided partial support for Hypothesis 4, where I predicted that Self-Control,
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Impulsiveness, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving, Machiavellianism, Self-Monitoring,
and Integrity would all predict applicant faking in part through their relationships with
MTF. The prediction of faking with Machiavellianism and Achievement Striving were
fully mediated by MTF; whereas, the prediction of faking with Dutifulness and Self
Monitoring were partially mediated by MTF. These findings provide some support for
Goffin and Boyd’s (2009) proposal that individual differences in personality indirectly
predict applicant faking through MTF, as shown in Figure 1. However, these results do
not support the idea that Self-Control predicts applicant faking either directly or
indirectly through MTF. Another interesting issue is that although Dutifulness negatively
predicted MTF as predicted by Goffin and Boyd, Achievement Striving and Self
Monitoring predicted MTF in the opposite direction than Goffin and Boyd predicted.
These findings are inconsistent with theory and may be the result of additional factors
such as morality or an experimental design issue, as discussed below.
Why was there Mixed Support?
There are two potential explanations for these results. The first possibility for the
mixed results concerning the prediction of faking with selected personality traits is that
people may decide to fake because of moral reasons rather than as a result of their
personality traits. Based on empirical findings, Goffin and Boyd (2009) suggested that an
applicant’s moral code might predict MTF, stating that “some individuals simply believe
that faking is wrong, regardless of the circumstances, whereas others do not” (p.5). This
argument has also been advanced by Snell et al. (1999) and McFarland and Ryan (2006).
It is possible that applicants simply decide whether to fake or not based on their moral
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code, and then those who decide to fake proceed to adjust their answers to match the job
that they are applying for.
To support the morality argument, the majority of participants in this study
admitted to faking and were much more likely to admit to less severe faking such as
exaggeration of positive traits or minimization of negative traits than to admit complete
misrepresentation of themselves. These findings are consistent with Donovan et al.
(2003), who found that the majority of job applicants also admitted to less serious forms
of faking in job application situations. These findings suggest that the majority of
applicants believe that faking “just a little bit” was acceptable. For those who did not
fake, it is possible that they found faking to be unethical. In fact, several students in this
study articulated during the debriefing that they did not fake because they thought faking
was unethical.
Why did the majority of the participants fake and engage in less severe forms of
faking? One potential answer is that faking, at least “just a little,” is subject to normative
influences. The presence of moral and normative components in applicant faking might
explain why personality predictors such as Self-Control received limited support in my
study, since the morality or normative aspect to faking might consume too much of the
faking variance. People fake because they believe it is what everyone does, and therefore
faking “just a little” is not immoral. For example, McFarland and Ryan (2006) found that
subjective norms, defined as whether participants felt that people close to them would
approve of lying on a selection test, predicted intention to fake on the selection test prior
to filling out the measures (r = .57).
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Further support can be taken from the dishonesty and cheating literature. In one
study, researchers investigated a social-norms explanation to cheating, by distributing a
problem-solving task where participants received 50 cents for each question answered
correctly (Gino, Ayal, & Ariely, 2009). These researchers found that most students
cheated by a small amount when they thought that they could get away with it and that
this cheating behavior was enhanced by an additional 40% when they thought that others
from their university were also cheating. The researchers also found that increasing the
size of the incentive to cheat did not cause meaningful differences in dishonesty (Ariely,
2011). These findings suggest that cheating and dishonesty are influenced by social
norms (Gino, Ayal, & Ariely, 2009).
Participants in the current study consisted of groups of students from the same
university who may have thought that their peers were cheating since it was a competitive
simulation. Consequently, faking on job applications might have been seen as normative.
This conjecture is supported by the fact that admission of faking predicted faking more
strongly than did motivation to win cash prize (rs = -.42 and .21 respectively). The
results show that many of the applicants faked despite lack of interest in winning the cash
prize. Admittedly, the normative component may have been artificially strong in this
study due to demand characteristics. Participants filled out the job-related related
personality measure twice in a single session and may have taken the job simulation
instructions as cue that distorting their scores was acceptable or even encouraged.
A second reason for the mixed result concerning the prediction of faking with
personality traits such as Self-Control results from problems with the research design of
this study. There were four limitations to the study design. The first limitation was the
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use of difference scores to measure faking. Although difference scores in a repeated
measures design is a logical measurement of applicant faking and is widely accepted as
one of the best faking measures (Dilchert et al., 2006), researchers have argued that
difference scores pose numerous methodological problems (Edwards, 1995; Edwards,
2001). One concern is that difference scores often suffer from low reliability that may
inhibit statistical power. Another concern is that the calculation of difference scores
assumes that each variable used in the calculation equally affects the resulting scores, an
assumption that can be misleading and obscure the conceptual understanding of the
construct. In addition, difference scores mask the individual contributions of the
predictors to each of the variables used in the calculation (i.e. the predictors may relate to
one of the variables more than the other). This could produce an unclear construct and
can potentially obscure the relationships between predictors and the criterion. In terms of
the first concern, the internal consistency of the difference score measure in the current
study was moderate to high at .89. Although I acknowledge the remaining concerns, the
difference score measure in the applicant faking context has been used successfully in the
faking literature (e.g. McFarland & Ryan, 2000; McFarland & Ryan, 2006), was shown
to have evidence of convergent validity in the current study, and as previously stated, is
widely regarded as one of the best measures of faking (Dilchert et al., 2006).
The second study limitation was the use of a design with no real long-term
consequences for faking. In real job applications, applicants need to consider the long
term consequences associated with applicant faking (Goffin & Boyd, 2009). For
example, applicants may be hired as a result of faking on key traits for the job, but their
real scores may render them unable to adequately perform the job duties. Once the
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applicants are hired, their inability to perform on the job could lead to potential
termination or denial of promotion. The study’s design may have minimized the role of
Self-Control as there were no real long-term consequences for faking. As discussed
earlier, Self-Control can be defined as “the ability to override or change one’s inner
responses, or to interrupt undesired behavioral tendencies and refrain from acting on
them” (Tangney et ah, 2004, p. 275), and is predictive of achieving long-term goals such
as grades (Tangney et ah, 2004). The fact that long-term outcomes were not applicable in
my study may have restricted the ability of Self-Control to predict faking. However, not
being able to impose long-term consequences on participants is a natural limitation of
studying applicant faking in a lab setting.
Another potential problem with the use of a single-session design without long
term consequences is that it limits the generalizability of the findings to the real world.
In reality, job applicants looking for careers or stable jobs will need to consider the long
term implications of faking, where issues such as denial of promotion and potential
termination are likely to be salient. On the contrary, faking studies with one-session
designs may be generalizable to jobs where advancement opportunities and the duration
of the job are limited such as contract work, summer jobs, and other forms of temporary
labor.
The third limitation is that there were underlying relationships between the
personality predictors and the measures used to calculate faking, which may have created
some challenges in interpreting the study’s findings. See Table 2. As previously
discussed, the job-related personality measure consisted of the personality traits
Extraversión and Agreeableness. The results show that when participants were instructed

SELF-CONTROL AND FAKING

33

to answer honestly on the job-related personality measure, Achievement Striving and
Self-Monitoring predicted Extraversión; whereas, Machiavellianism, Achievement
Striving, and Dutifulness predicted Agreeableness. As such, participants’ honest scores
on Achievement Striving, Self-Monitoring, Machiavellianism, and Dutifulness may have
restricted the amount of room that participants had to improve their scores when they
answered the job-related personality measure during the job application simulation. Thus,
the relationships between these personality predictors and applicant faking might be
partly due to their ability to predict a participant’s need to fake. However, Self-Control
had non-significant relationships with both Extraversión and Agreeableness, so this
limitation did not greatly influence the study’s ability to predict faking using Self
Control. It should be noted that this is a natural limitation of the construct of faking, as
applicants real scores will restrict how much room they have to fake during an
application.
Although unlikely to have inhibited the prediction of applicant faking with
personality variables, the fourth study limitation was the potential for common method
variance (CMV), as all of the measures in this study were measured by self-report
questionnaires and were administered in the same setting at the same time. Previous
research appeared to show that CMV is a serious problem when criterion and predictor
scores are obtained using the same method (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003). One review of CMV in the behavioral sciences found that an average of 26% of
the variance between two variables was attributable to CMV when measured using the
same method, producing an artificially enhanced relationship (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
However, Conway and Lance (2010) demonstrated that CMV underestimates the
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relationships between variables more often than it inflates them. Conway and Lance
(2010) also supported the observation that self-report measures are often more accurate
than other sources of data such as peer or supervisor ratings.
Conway and Lance (2010) explained that CMV is less problematic when there is
evidence of construct validity and when the measure is the ideal method to measure the
construct. I argue that my study met both of these conditions. First, the accurate
measurement of variables such as Self-Control and Integrity require knowledge of
internal thoughts, and therefore self-report is the most appropriate measurement tool. For
example, how will experimenters determine whether a participant considered more than
one option before answering? Second, as reviewed in the method section of this paper,
the majority of the measures used in this study had evidence of construct validity. One
noteworthy exception was the measure for MTF. MTF was measured using a scale that
examined participant’s MTF on each item near the end of the experiment, and although it
had good internal consistency and moderate correlation with applicant faking comparable
to what McFarland and Ryan (2006) found between intention to fake and applicant
faking, it is possible that CMV could have obscured prediction of MTF by personality
predictors such as Self-Control. Future research will have to investigate MTF using
different designs to support the use of this measure.
Despite these limitations, this project investigated a new area of research of
predicting applicant faking with Self-Control and other personality traits based on the
well-reasoned arguments from Goffin and Boyd’s faking model. Although the results
were generally not supportive of the main hypotheses concerning Self-Control, the
findings supported the use of Self-Control to predict MTF incrementally through classical
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suppression and provided support for the role of MTF in applicant faking. As such, this
thesis has advanced our understanding of the psychological processes behind applicant
faking and has provided guidance for future research on faking, such as examining
morality and normative influences in applicant faking.
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Appendix A

Participant Information Form
Gender:
Male
Female

Age:

What is your ethnicity?
O Black North American/African
O Asian
O Hispanic
O Aboriginal/ First Nations
O White/European
O Other (please specify)
O East Indian
Were you born in Canada?
O Yes
O No
>

If no, how long have you been a Canadian resident?

Primary Language:________________
Year of Study:

1st

2nd
o rd

4th
5th+
Have you ever held a job outside of school?
O Yes
O No
> lf yes, how many hours?
O employed full-time (25 or more hours per week)
O employed part-time ( 10 -24 hours per week)
O employed part-time (9 hours or fewer per week)
O not employed (studying, travelling, etc.)

years

SELF-CONTROL AND FAKING
Do you have a job now in addition to attending school?
O Yes
O No
> lf yes, how many hours?
O
O
O
O

employed full-time (25 or more hours per week)
employed part-time (10 -2 4 hours per week)
employed part-time (9 hours or fewer per week)
not employed (studying, travelling, etc.)

What type of work do you do, or have you done (e.g. retail, auto mechanics, waiting
tables, etc.)?

Have you ever filled out a personality or psychological test in a job application?
O Yes
O No
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Post Experiment Questionnaire (Manipulation Check)
We have a couple of concluding questions now that you have completed the research
project. If you have any questions, please feel free to ask.
1. Did you improve your answers during the job application simulation? In other words,
did you try to change you answers to earn a cash prize? (Please be honest, these
ratings will not influence whether you earn a cash prize!)
O Yes
0

No

2. If yes, how often did you improve your answers to win the cash prize?
1

2

3

4

5

Very Infrequently

Infrequently

Neither

Frequently

Very Frequently

3. If you improved you answers to win the cash prize, how did you improve them?
A. I minimized my negative traits
1

2

3

4

Neither
Frequently
Infrequently
Very Infrequently
B. 1exaggerated my responses by a small amount

5
Very Frequently

1

2

3

4

5

Very Infrequently

Infrequently

Neither

Frequently

Very Frequently

C. I completely misrepresented my seif
1

2

3

4

5

Very Infrequently

Infrequently

Neither

Frequently

Very Frequently

4. How motivated were you to win the cash prize in the job simulation?
1

2

3

4

5

Not at all
Motivated

Unmotivated

Motivated

Very Motivated

Extremely
motivated

5. On average, how honestly did you answer the questionnaires during the first part of the
experiment when we asked you to respond honestly? (P le a s e b e h o n e s t, th e s e ra tin g s w ill
n o t in flu e n c e w h e th e r y o u g e t a p a rtic ip a tio n c re d it o r th e c a s h p riz e )

1

2

3

4

5

Very Dishonestly

Dishonestly

An Equal Mix of
Both

Honestly

Very Honestly
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This scale asks you about some o f your general behavioral tendencies. Each question is on a
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). To answer, simply put a circle around the
answer you feel best describes you.

An example o f how to use the scale:
I get carried away by my feelings.

1

2

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0

4

Neither Agree or
Disagree

I go straight for the goal (Achievem ent Striving)
I try to follow the rules (Dutifulness)
I often eat too much (Impulsivity)
I’m not highly motivated to succeed. (Achievement
Striving)
I break rules (Dutifulness)
1 rarely overindulge (Impulsivity)
I work hard (Achievem ent Striving)
I keep my promises (Dutifulness)
I don't know why 1 do some o f the things I do
(Impulsivity)
I do just enough work to get by (Achievement Striving)
I break my promises (Dutifulness)
I easily resist temptations (Impulsivity)
I turn plans into actions (Achievem ent Striving)
I pay my bills on time (Dutifulness)
I do things I later regret (Impulsivity)
I put little time and effort into my work (Achievement
Striving)
I get others to do my duties (Dutifulness)
I am able to control my cravings (Impulsivity)
I plunge into tasks with all my heart (Achievement
Striving)
I tell the truth (Dutifulness)
I go on binges (Impulsivity)
I do more than what's expected o f me (Achievement
Striving)
I listen to my conscience (Dutifulness)
I love to eat (Impulsivity)
I set high standards for m yself and others
(Achievem ent Striving)
I do the opposite o f what is asked (Dutifulness)
I never spend more than I can afford (Impulsivity)
I demand quality (Achievem ent Striving)
I misrepresent facts (Dutifulness)
I never splurge (Impulsivity)

5

Agree

Strongly

Agree

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
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This scale asks you about some of your general behavioral tendencies. Each
question is on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). To answer,
simply put a circle around the answer you feel best describes you.
An example o f how to use the scale:
I get carried away by my feelings.
1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

I’m the life o f the party (Extraversión)
I’m interested in people (A greeableness)
I d o n ’t talk a lot (Extraversión)
I feel com fortable around people (Extraversión)
I sym pathize with others' feelin gs(A greeableness)
I have a soft heart(Agreeableness)
I keep in the background (Extraversión)
I take tim e out for others(A greeableness)
I start conversations (Extraversión)
I feel others em otions(A greeableness)
I have little to say (Extraversión)
I’m n ot really interested in others(A greeableness)
I talk to a lot o f different people at parties
(Extraversión)
I insult people(A greeableness)
I d o n ’t like to draw attention to m y se lf
(Extraversión)
I’m not interested in other people's problem s
I d o n ’t m ind being the centre o f attention
(Extraversión)
I feel little concern for others(A greeableness)
I am quiet around strangers (Extraversión)
I m ake p eop le feel at ease(A greeab len ess)

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5
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Motivation to Change Your True Answer
You previously filled out a job-related personality measure as if you were applying for a sales
position. This scale asks you about how motivated you were to change your true answer on each
item o f that personality measure in the job application simulation in order to win the cash prize. Each
question is on a scale from 1 (extremely unmotivated to change your true answer) to 5 (extremely
motivated to change your true answer). To answer, simply put a circle around the answer.

Please be honest, these ratings will not influence whether you earn a cash prize!
An example o f how to use the scale:
I get carried away by my feelings.

Q

1
Extremely
Unmotivated to
Change True
Answer to Win
the Cash Prize

Unmotivated to
Change True
Answer to Win
the Cash Prize

Neither
Unmotivated or
Motivated to
Change True
Answer to Win
the Cash Prize

Motivated to
Change True
Answer to Win
the Cash Prize

Extremely
Motivated to
Change True
Answer to Win
the Cash Prize

In the above example, the person has selected ‘4 ’ which means that they were motivated to change
their true answer on “I get carried away by my feelings” in order to enhance the likelihood o f being
selected for the job. Therefore, i f their true answer was “5”, they wanted to select a different answer.
I’m the life o f the party (Extraversión)
I’m interested in people (Agreeableness)
I don’t talk a lot (Extraversión)
1 feel comfortable around people (Extraversión)
I sympathize with others' feelings(Agreeableness)
I have a soft heart(Agreeableness)
1 keep in the background (Extraversión)
I take time out for others(Agreeableness)
I start conversations (Extraversión)
I feel others em otions(Agreeableness)
1 have little to say (Extraversión)
I’m not really interested in others(Agreeableness)
I talk to a lot o f different people at parties
(Extraversión)
I insult people(Agreeableness)
I don’t like to draw attention to m yself (Extraversión)
I’m not interested in other people's problems
I don’t mind being the centre o f attention
(Extraversión)
I feel little concern for others(Agreeableness)
I am quiet around strangers (Extraversión)
I make people feel at ease(Agreeableness)

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5
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This scale asks you about how you handle social situations. Each question is on a
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). To answer, simply put a circle
around the answer you feel best describes you.
An example o f how to use the scale:
1 get carried away by my feelings.
1

2

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

I would make a good actor
I hate being the center of attention
I put on a show to impress people
I would not be a good comedian
I’m likely to show off if I get the chance
I don't like to draw attention to myself.
I’m the life of the party.
I’m good at making impromptu speeches.
I like to attract attention.
I use flattery to get ahead.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Strongly
Agree

Agree

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
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Letter of Information (PSY1000)
Project Title: Personality Assessment in Different Contexts
This one-hour study examines the reliability of personality tests in two different
everyday contexts. Participation in this study involves filling out a series of
questionnaires that assess your behavior in both of these contexts, and your
knowledge about a variety of topics such as historical names and book titles. You
will also fill out some of these measures a second time in a scenario where you
will have the chance to win $20. You will earn one research credit for your
participation.
1) There are no known or discernable risks for your participation in this study.
2) Participation in this study is voluntary.
3) You may refuse to take part in this study or leave at anytime without
penalty
4) You may refuse to answer any question that makes you uncomfortable
5) All information obtained from you will remain confidential.
6) You will be debriefed upon study completion and any questions you have
will be answered

If you have any further questions about this study, you may contact Justin Feeney by
email at
or the project supervisor Prof. Richard Goffin at

Personality Assessment in Different Contexts: Consent Form

I have read the Letter o f Information, have had the nature o f the study explained to me, and I agree to
participate. All o f my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.

[print name]

Signature

Date (mm/dd/yyyy)

Experimenter's signature:_____________________________

Date:
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Letter of Information (PAID)
Project Title: Personality Assessment in Different Contexts

This one-hour study examines the reliability of personality tests in two different
everyday contexts. Participation in this study involves filling out a series of
questionnaires that assess your behavior in both of these contexts, and your
knowledge about a variety of topics such as historical names and book titles.
You will also fill out some of these measures a second time in a scenario where
you will have the chance to win $20. You will receive $10 for your participation.
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

There are no known or discernable risks for your participation in this study.
Participation in this study is voluntary.
You may refuse to take part in this study.
You may refuse to answer any question.
All information obtained from you will remain confidential.
You will be debriefed upon study completion and any questions you have
will be answered

If you have any further questions about this study, you may contact Justin Feeney by
email at
or the project supervisor Prof. Richard Goffin at

Personality Assessment in Different Contexts: Consent Form
I have read the Letter of Information, have had the nature of the study explained to me,
and I agree to participate. All of my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.

[print name]

Signature

Date (mm/dd/yyyy)

Experimenter's signature:_______________________

Date:

.
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LuluOrange Job Posting: Sales associates at Luluorange Athletica have several key responsibilities! One
role is to promote the sale of new and key product lines to customers. A second role is to educate our
customers, allowing them to educate others on behalf o f Luluorange Athletica.
A DAY IN THE LIFE OF A SALES ASSOICATE (The Tasks):

1.
2.

3.

4.

Provides customers with world-class ‘education’ and customer experience
Product Education: communicates special features, benefits, fabric properties, proper usage
Culture Education: demonstrates attitude of fun, respect, support, empowerment,
encouragement, passion, interaction with other staff, and discussion of lifestyle (i.e. yoga,
fitness, and fun)
Creates excitement and FUN for our customers on the retail floor

Sales Associate ‘MUST HAVES’ (The Knowledge, Skills and Qualifications):
o Strong personal sense o f style and athletically minded
o Upbeat, optimistic, passionate, friendly and authentic
o Excellent team player and ability to work independently
o Responsible, dependable, proactive and solution-oriented
o Excellent communication skills - verbal and written.
o Extraordinary customer interaction, organizational and time management skills.
Knows how to speak and listen to customers,
o Understands reactions of customers and responds appropriately,
o Ability and willingness to accept and provide feedback
o Completion o f grade 12 education and familiarity with basic arithmetic
o Strong self-control, such as being able to communicate with challenging customers
o

o

without losing your cool and handling high volume periods with many customers
Passion, knowledge and involvement in yoga, and/or other fitness, health or sports
activities required. We expect that you will be enrolled in participating in weekly fitness
activities in and out o f the store with the store team
Proactively acquires knowledge about new products and company information

Education and Customer Experience:

o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Assists in preparing the store for the day including: replenishing garment styles and other
merchandise by color, size, and quantity requirements; folding, sizing, and merchandising
as required
Answers phone inquiries as required
Ensures stock replenishment in work areas
Ensures items from change rooms are returned to appropriate area and tagged
Arranges for mail and/or delivery, as required, to other locations and/or warehouse
Completes assigned clean up evening duty
Utilizes the Point o f Sale cash system for purchases, returns, and exchanges
Unpack boxes for inventory as required. Boxes can weigh 1 0 - 3 0 lbs
Under the direction o f the Store Manager or Assistant Manager performs/completes other
additional project, duties, and assignments as required and/or by request

“I get to create every single day. Infact, it is myjob to create every single day... I am as engaged today as
I was 6 years ago. I am the CEO of my role. ” -Jenna
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Over Armour Job Posting: Sales associates at Over Armour have several key responsibilities! One role is to
promote the sale of new and key product lines to customers. A second role is to educate our customers,
allowing them to educate others on behalf o f Over Armour.
A DAY IN THE LIFE OF A SALES ASSOICATE (The Tasks):
5.

6.
7.

8.

Provides customers with world-class ‘education’ and customer experience
Product Education: communicates special features, benefits, fabric properties, proper usage
Culture Education: demonstrates attitude of fun, respect, support, empowerment,
encouragement, passion, interaction with other staff, and discussion of lifestyle (i.e. major
sports)
Creates excitement and FUN for our customers on the retail floor

Sales Associate ‘MUST HAVES’ (The Knowledge, Skills and Qualifications):
o Strong personal sense o f style and athletically minded
o Upbeat, optimistic, passionate, friendly and authentic
o Excellent team player and ability to work independently
o Responsible, dependable, proactive and solution-oriented
o Excellent communication skills - verbal and written.
o Extraordinary customer interaction, organizational and time management skills.
Knows how to speak and listen to customers,
o Understands reactions of customers and responds appropriately,
o Ability and willingness to accept and provide feedback
o Completion o f grade 12 education and familiarity with basic arithmetic
o Strong self-control, such as being able to communicate with challenging customers
o

o

without losing your cool and handling high volume periods with many customers
Passion, knowledge and involvement in major sports (e.g. hockey, football, soccer),
and/or other fitness activities required. We expect that you will be enrolled in
participating in weekly fitness activities in and out o f the store with the store team
Proactively acquires knowledge about new products and company information

Education and Customer Experience:

o

o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

Assists in preparing the store for the day including: replenishing garment styles and other
merchandise by color, size, and quantity requirements; folding, sizing, and merchandising
as required
Answers phone inquiries as required
Ensures stock replenishment in work areas
Ensures items from change rooms are returned to appropriate area and tagged
Arranges for mail and/or delivery, as required, to other locations and/or warehouse
Completes assigned clean up evening duty
Utilizes the Point o f Sale cash system for purchases, returns, and exchanges
Unpack boxes for inventory as required. Boxes can weigh 1 0 - 3 0 lbs
Under the direction o f the Store Manager or Assistant Manager performs/completes other
additional project, duties, and assignments as required and/or by request

“I get to create every single day. Infact, it is my job to create every single day... I am as engaged today as
I was 6 years ago. I am the CEO of my role. ” -John

SELF-CONTROL AND FAKING

55
Appendix J

Personality Assessment in Different Contexts: Debriefing
Research sh ow s that people are w illin g to fake their answers on individual difference
m easures w hen offered an incentive and that job applicants tend to score better on these measures
than the general population or people already em ployed in the same position. The purpose o f this
study w as to investigate the underlying psychological factors associated with faking, and how
th ese differen ces influence m otivation to fake, and in turn, applicant faking.
G offin and Boyd (2 0 0 9 ) argued that tw o major antecedents drove applicant faking. The
first is m otivation to fake and the second is perceived ability to fake. They argued that m otivation
to fake w ould be influenced by personality variables such as dutifulness, achievem ent striving,
M achiavellianism , and im pulsiveness. W e investigated these hypotheses and also exam ined
w hether p eo p le’s self-control is an additional personality variable that predicts applicant faking.
Presum ably, applicants with low er self-control will be more influenced by the potential rewards
o f applicant faking than the potential consequences, and will be more motivated to fake than
applicants with higher self-control will be.
W e hope that as w e learn more about the underlying psychological processes behind
applicant faking, researchers will be able to develop methods more easily to prevent and/or detect
applicant faking. Currently, all o f the known m ethods to combat applicant faking have been met
with lim ited su ccess. The fakability o f these individual measures has broad im plications for
com panies that use them in their hiring decisions, such as potentially hiring people w ho are less
qualified for jo b sim ply because these applicants know what the right answer is.
I f you are interested in learning m ore about this topic, you may w ish to read:

Birkeland, S. A., Manson, T. M., Kisamore, J. L., Brannick, M. T., & Smith, M. A.
(2006). A meta-analytic investigation of job applicant faking on personality
measures. International Journal o f Selection and Assessment, 14(4), 317-335.
Goffin, R. D., & Boyd, A. C. (2009). Faking and personality assessment in personnel
selection: Advancing models of faking. Canadian Psychology/Psychologie
Canadienne, 50(3), 151-160. doi:10.1037/a0015946
Rothstein, M. G., & Goffin, R. D. (2006). The use of personality measures in personnel
selection: What does current research support? Human Resource Management
Review, 16(2), 155-180. doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2006.03.004
If you have any further questions about this study, you may contact Justin Feeney
by email at
or the project supervisor Prof. Richard Goffin at
. If you have any questions about the conduct of this study or your rights
as a research participant, you may contact the Director of the Office of Research Ethics at
the University of Western Ontario, by phone at 519-661-3036 or by email at
ethics@uwo.ca.
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Appendix K

Reprint Permission from Goffin and Boyd (2009)
Hi Justin,
This email is your permission to include a copy of the general model of faking in your
MSc thesis. Please make sure that you include the proper acknowledgment of the source
of the figure (i.e., the Goffin & Boyd Canadian Psychology article) in the figure caption - your APA format manual should tell you about this.
Cheers,
Rick
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Appendix L

Department of Psychology The University of Western Ontario
Room 7418 Social Sciences Centre,
London, ON. Canada N6A 5C1
Telephone: (519) 681-2067Fax: ¡519} 661-3961

Use of Human Subjects - Ethics Approval Notice
R e v ie w N u m b e r
P r in c ip a l In v e s t ig a t o r
P r o to c o l T itle
Sponsor

A p p ro v a l D a te

11 03 15

11 0 3 OS

R ick G o ffm /Ju stin F eeney

E n d D ate

12 03 14

P erso n ality assessm en t in d iffe re n t c o n te sts
n/a

This is to notify you that T h e U niversity o f W estern O ntario D epartm ent o f Psychology Research Ethics Board (PR EB ) has granted
expedited ethics ap p ro v al to the above nam ed research study on the date noted above.
T he PREB is a sub-R E B o f T h e U niversity o f W estern O ntario’s R esearch Ethics Board for N on-M edical R esearch Involving Human
S ubjects (N M R E B ) w hich is organized and operates according to the Tri-C ouncil Policy Statement and the applicable laws and
regulations o f O ntario. (S ee O ffice o f R esearch Ethics w eb site: httpi '. wsvw.iiwo ca/reseitrch 'ethics.')
This approval shall rem ain valid until end date noted above assum ing timely and accepiable responses to the U niversity’s
periodic requests for surveillance and m onitoring inform ation.
D uring the course o f th e research, no deviations front, o r changes to, the protocol o r consent form may b e initiated without prior
w ritten approval from the P R EB except w hen necessary to elim inate immediate hazards to the subject or when the change(s) involve
only logistical o r adm inistrative aspects o f the study (e.g, change o f research assistant, telephone num ber etc). Subjects m ust receive a
copy o f the inform al ion/consent docum entation.
Investigators m ust prom ptly also report to th e PREB:
a) changes increasing the risk to the p a rtic ip a n ts) and/or affecting significantly the conduct o f the study;
b) all adverse and unexpected experiences o r events that are both serious and unexpected;
c) new inform ation that m ay adversely affect the safety o f the subjects or the conduct o f the study.
I f these changes/adverae events require a change to the inform ation-consent docum entation, and/or recruitm ent advertisement, the
new ly revised inform ation/consent docum entation, and/or advertisem ent, must be submitted to the PR EB for approval.
M em bers o f the P R E B w ho are nam ed as investigators in research studies, o r d eclare a conflict o f interest, d o not participate in
discussion related to, n o r vote on, such studies w hen they are presented to the PR EB .

C live Seligm an Ph.D.
Chair, P sychology E xpedited R esearch Ethics Board (P R E B )
T h e other m em bers o f th e 2010-2011 P R EB are: M ike A tkinson (Introductory Psychology Coordinator), D avid Dozois, V icki Esses,
Riley H inson A lbert K atz (D epartm ent C hair), and Tom O 'N eill (G raduate Student Representative)

CC' UWO Office of Research Ethics_________________________
This is an official document. Please retain the onginal in your files

